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REPORT
on
ANNEXATION POLICIES FOR THE
CITY OF PORTLAND
TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS
THK CITY CLUB OF PORTLAND :
COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENT
Your committee was designated the Committee on Annexation Policies for the City
of Portland. It was suggested that the committee examine the present boundaries of the
City of Portland with relation to the growth of suburban areas and consider what factors
should be weighed by the city and by the outside areas in passing on particular annexa-
tion proposals. It was further suggested that attention be given to various matters
related thereto, including the particular areas likely to be annexed, the municipal
problems now being encountered in such areas, the effect of particular annexations upon
the city's tax and other revenues, and the financial and other burdens upon the city as a
result thereof, the effect of particular annexations upon tax rates and other costs,
including water charges and fire insurance rates in annexed areas, the legal and practical
effect of annexation upon school districts, upon the county and other municipal units
and similar matters, and on the basis of such considerations, to suggest the basic
principles and policies to be accepted as guides in passing upon annexation proposals.
INTRODUCTION
It would seem at first glance that the factors which should be considered in evaluat-
ing annexations to the City of Portland could be easily and specifically enumerated. In
examining annexation and its causes, however, the committee found that annexation
was only one of several methods of providing local government services in a metropolitan
community such as that centered in the City of Portland. Hence, the committee has recog-
nized that annexation policies are an aspect of government for the Portland metropolitan
community.
Throughout the United States for many years there has been a continuous growth
of metropolitan urban centers, the core of which are legally incorporated cities and
the suburban and fringe areas of which have grown much more rapidly than the cities
themselves. This development has a number of causes. Among them are the desire for
better living conditions with more space and freedom of movement, escape from urban
regulations, building restrictions and zoning requirements, avoidance of costs or assumed
costs reflected in higher taxes for fire and police protection, street maintenance, traffic
control and other charges, as well as perhaps a desire for more local self-government.
The movement outward has been facilitated by improvements in means of travel
and communication. For the most part, suburban areas grew in a more or less hodge-
podge or happenstance manner. Since the war, however, there have been orderly
and in some cases well-planned large-scale tract developments beyond the confines of
• city limits to provide necessary expanded housing facilities. There has been in recent
years some expansion of city limits to include suburban or fringe areas, but the movement
outward and the growth of such areas has been much more rapid than the extension
of city boundaries. As a result, metropolitan areas are not political units.
At the outset those who seek to escape the confines and burdens of city residence
are usually able to obtain the benefits of such community services as they absolutely
need, and perhaps at less cost. Some of these, such as police protection and limited
SCOPE OF RESEARCH: The committeu as a whole met with Commissioner Ormond Bean, City Planning
JJirector Lloyd Keefe and County Planning Board Member Ralph Walstrom. Various members of
"18 committee consulted officials and staff of the following governmental departments: city engineer
p.m * y right-of-way, sewers, etc.), city water bureau, city attorney's office, city health bureau,
^yunty roadmaster, county assessor, county school superintendent, Multnomah County Tax Super-
Jha •§ a Conservation Commission, City Planning Commission, County Planning Commission, and
J ~ . * ' > u of Municipal Research, League of Oregon Cities. The committee has read numerous
In n?klc • a n ( 1 a r t i c l e s i n technical publications on the aspects of annexation, and studied situations
sto* £ cties in the country. The committee has thoroughly examined reports of city, county and
siate officials on subjects relating to this study.
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highway facilities, are supplied by county and state agencies, others by private utilities
and other enterprises, and still others by the city itself under special arrangements. As
population density increases, however, there is a greater need for all types of community
services. Urban standards of sanitation, water supply, police and fire protection, public
health, streets and street lighting and other municipal services are required. Tiin county
or state is normally not authorized or otherwise able to provide many of these services.
As a result, single function special purpose districts financially supported by special
tax rates for each district are established to meet specific needs. These districts not only
vary in size but also in the cost and efficiency of the facilities and services provided,
depending on the extent of organization, the tax base and other factors peculiar to
the areas they serve. Since suburban areas are largely residential, the cost of such
facilities and the character demanded are often beyond the capacity of the suburban
area to provide. Moreover, because of the manner in which such districts develop, the
service pattern takes on the appearance of a patchwork quilt and may not be of the
proper size for efficient provision of the urban services needed. In some instances some
types of districts overlap two or more of another type, and in other instances, certain
areas enjoy a special type of community service which others do not. To protect property
values there is a demand for zoning and building restrictions. Health and sanitation
problems result in the imposition of other requirements and limitations or invite a
demand for supervision and regulation by the residents themselves.
At the same time, cities experience problems of their own. The fact that people
live at constantly increasing distances from places of employment, recreation, and
shopping areas results in increased travel. This creates traffic congestion and demand
for speedier access to and from city centers, and for parking areas. Some of the burden
of these facilities has fallen on the cities. There is a need for expanding city water and
sanitation systems since the outlying communities are normally dependent on the cities
for such services. Other city services must be provided to and for a constantly increasing
population, a larger portion of which are suburbanites who, to a greater or lesser
extent, escape paying therefor. Thus, the people who live outside of the city and work
within it, use the city streets, eat in restaurants where city food inspections are made,
purchase goods in stores licensed and with weights and measures controlled by the
city and enjoy recreational, entertainment and cultural facilities supervised or provided
without cost by the city. All of this occurs at the same time as the outward movement
may be causing a loss of tax and other revenues to cities.
While nowhere in the United States is a metropolitan community a political unit,
nevertheless each metropolitan community is an economic, cultural and social unit,
and an integrated industrial, commercial and employment area. There is a single trade area
and a common labor pool. The fringe areas are essentially residential communities. The
suburbanites, for the most part, work in the city which no longer provides the necessary
residential accommodations. The same streets and transportation facilities serve the
city and its environs. There are common newspapers, telephone and other privately
owned utility services which serve the entire metropolitan area as a single unit without
regard to political boundaries. The hospitals, higher educational institutions, parks and
recreational and other facilities in the city serve the entire area, usually at no cost to
the fringe area residents.
In general, community interests tie together more or less closely all the people who
live and work in the same metropolitan region. Thus, even though special problems
and special situations may exist in different portions of the metropolitan community, the
basic unity of the entire area and the need for an over-all approach to the problems
of everyday living are apparent. Sanitation, health, police and fire protection, traffic
controls and similar matters are not readily divisible on the basis of artificial geographic
political boundaries. At present the boundaries of the various special districts are
determined by the single function performed or service rendered by each such districts
rather than by the total pattern of services necessary to meet the needs of the entire
area. It is thus apparent that community interests and the requirements of community
problems will bring about the creation of political machinery designed to meet the
problems of the entire area. This will occur whenever it is recognized by the suburban
and city voters of the area that effective and economical provision of services throughout
the metropolitan community requires a community-wide base for both financing and
operation and control by the people.
Nevertheless legitimate conflicts of interests exist both from the point of view of
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suburban residents and from the point of view of the city itself, and these retard the
development of a comprehensive pattern of political organization such as obtains in
the economic and social scheme of things. Some of these conflicts are inherent in and
arise from the very circumstances and motivations prompting the original movement
beyond the city limits — the desire to live free of urban regulations and control, to
acquire homes with more living space, the ease of access to outlying areas, and the
ability to obtain utility and other services without added cost. On the other hand, because
of the largely residential nature of suburban areas and the fact that the cost of community
services comparable to those obtainable in the cities must be borne by these residents,
there arises demand for annexation or incorporation within the city as a means of
spreading the cost over the entire tax base — or the establishment of other devices,
such as metropolitan and special districts, city-county consolidation, strengthened
counties, or federated metropolitan area government for providing services at reasonable
cost.
A. Population — Past, Present and Future
In considering the City of Portland, account must be taken of its population and
that of the surrounding fringe areas, and also of their growth. While the population
data for the city (the geographical area of which has not been constant) is available,
there is of course no data as to the population of the suburban or fringe area which
is an ever-changing geographical concept. Some idea of the size and rate of growth
in the entire Portland urban area as distinguished from Portland and its suburban or
fringe area may be obtained from studies of the Portland City Planning Commission.
The studies and estimates are in terms, among others, of the city, the Portland urban
area and the Portland planning area.
The Portland urban area is defined by the City Planning Commission as that area
which will be generating problems (not merely planning problems in a theoretical
sense, but practical everyday problems of transportation, health and sanitation, sewage
TABLE I
Showing Date, Area, Density and Population of
The City of Portland
Area in Density in
Date Sq. Mi. Sq. Mi. Population
1851 2.10 489 1,027
1882 6.594 3258 21,500
1885 6.138** 5212 31,990
1891 25.977 1946 50,560
1893 38.845 1528 59,370
1898 36.872** 2214 81,637
1905 35.900** 4156 149,200
1906 40.475 3955 160,100
1907 41.275 4162 171,809
1908 41.525 4420 183,570
1909 47.300 4148 196,224
1911 48.447 4381 212,290
1913 50.067 4444 222,547
1915 66.360 3504 232,500
1919
 66.590 3647 242,850
1924
 66.600 3878 258,288
1930
 66.860 4514 301,815
1940
 66.860 4568 305,394
1950
 69.514 5375 373,628
est. est.
1954
* 69.777 5661 395,000
Ji^noab'?i0^rt-able i s taken from the Annual Report of the City Engineer for the fiscal year ending
^June 30,1954 which is about to be published.
Reduction in area due to detachment of certain portions of land by action of the legislature.
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TABLE I I
Showing Area Annexed to The City of Portland Since 1948
Date of Area in 8q. Mi. Total Area in
Annexation Annexed Sq. Mi.
November, 1948 583 67.443
May, 1950 753 68.196
June, 1950 061 68.257
November, 1950 1.257 69.514
May, 1952 191 69.705
November, 1952 072 69.777
November, 1954 036 69.813
The foregoing data was obtained from the Annual Reports of the City Engineer for the fiscal
years ending 1950 and 1952 and other data obtained from the City Engineer's Office.
disposal, etc.) significant to the City of Portland within the next 50 years. The Portland
urban area comprises the western portion of Multnomah County, including Gresham
and Troutdale; the northwest portion of Clackamas County, including Milwaukie, Oswego,
Gladstone, Oregon City and West Linn; the eastern portion of Washington County,
including Beaverton; and the lower portion of Clark County, Washington, including
Vancouver, Camas and Washougal. Obviously, the territory involved extends beyond
the limits of what may be regarded as the present suburban or fringe areas of Portland
and includes large tracts presently vacant or underdeveloped, which, however, are
properly part of readily foreseeable metropolitan growth.**
The Portland Planning area is defined by the City Planning Commission as that
area which it is believed will be generating problems significant to the Portland urban
area, and since it embraces an even larger area, the population data relative to it is
not submitted.
The population studies which contain estimated projections to 1980 (these projec-
tions are only tentative and have not been accepted as yet by the City Planning Com-
mission) show the following:
Year Portland
1930 301,815
1940 305,394
1950 373,628
1955 (Low) 388,600
(Est.) 402,900
(High) 412,000
1960 (Low) 397,600
(Est.) 424,200
(High) 446,600
1965 (Low) 400,900
(Est.) 451,600
(High) 497,400
1970 (Low) 416,900
(Est.) 481,300
(High) 546,100
1975 (Low) 438,900
(Est.) 505,800
(High) 588,600
1980 (Low) 463,000
(Est.) 542,900
(High) 620,400
Portland
Urban Area
393,000
422,000
600,000
649,700
666,300
685,800
703,300
728,800
765,700
735,900
801,200
882,000
766,900
877,300
996,300
800,000
955,400
1,111,000
834,700
1,009,300
1,176,600
Portland Urban Area
Outside of Portland*
91,185
116,606
226,372
261,100
263,400
273,800
305,700
304,600
319,100
335,000
349,600
386,600
350,000
396,000
450,200
361,900
449,600
522,400
371,300
466,400
556,200
•(The figures in this column represent the difference between the figures in the other two columns
and does not appear in the studies of the City Planning Commission.)
"Not only Clark County, Washington, but also such other portions of the Portland urban area as
defined by the City Planning Commission which are not likely to be subject to annexation
proposals within the immediately foreseeable future should be excluded from consideration.
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The foregoing figures are highly illuminating. They show that while the City of
Portland grew almost 25% between 1930 and 1950, the population of the entire Portland
urban area increased a little more than 50% and the population of the Portland urban
area outside of the City of Portland grew almost exactly 250%. They further suggest
that during the 30-year period, 1950-1980 (the medium estimate is used for this purpose),
while the population of the city will grow approximately 45%, the population of the
entire urban area will grow almost 70% and of the Portland urban area outside of
Portland, just a little more than 105%. Also in absolute terms the estimates indicate
that the population of the Portland urban area outside of the city will increase some
240,000 as compared to some 168,000 within the city limits — in other words, the popula-
tion outside of the city will increase almost one and one-half times as fast as that within
the city.
The City Planning Commission's projection of population growth for the Portland
Planning Area and the entire Pacific Northwest likewise indicate that during the same
period, their growth percentagewise will be greater than that of Portland.
B. Governmental Structure and Services
The governmental and public service structure in the Portland urban area is most
complex. The major units of government are the federal government, the State of
Oregon, Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas counties, and the numerous other
municipalities and special purpose districts in such counties. In Multnomah county (the
entire county is taken into account for the purpose of giving a complete picture, although
the east half is outside of the Portland urban area), in addition to the county government,
there is the City of Portland, the Port of Portland, four other municipalities — Gresham,
Fairview, Troutdale and Wood Village — 31 school districts, 24 water districts, (some
of these are also authorized to render fire protection service, and one — Parkrose-—
street lighting service), 14 fire districts, 2 sanitation districts, 7 drainage districts, 6
street lighting districts, one water control district, and four zoning districts.
The City of Portland is a municipal corporation with a charter granting it the
power and flexibility to deal with local problems in such manner as may be necessary,
subject only to certain limitations of the state constitution and state laws. Thus the
city is not only authorized to, but renders all the community services normally provided
by a city and required to meet the needs of urban living conditions except schools. Among
the services rendered by the city to its residents are police and fire protection, street
construction and maintenance, street lighting, water main construction and supply,
waste and sewage disposal, traffic control, park and recreation facilities, health, sanita-
tion and welfare services, etc. It also has the power to assess and levy taxes, some of
which are collected by Multnomah County, such as real property taxes, and others of
which are collected by the city, such as business and occupation license taxes. The other
municipalities are likewise municipal corporations and presumably organized and em-
powered to provide the community services required by their residents.
However, outside of the incorporated municipalities, the situation is substantially
different. Multnomah County is essentially an administrative unit of the state without
legislative powers. It has the power to levy and assess taxes for its own purposes and
serves as a tax assessment and collection agency for the state and all local tax levying
bodies within the county. It is organized basically for handling problems of general
government in the unincorporated area outside of Portland, and the other municipalities
in the county, and certain state functions within the entire county. It is not organized
for the purpose of exercising the normal functions of city government and providing
community services required in everyday living, nor is it authorized to do so. However,
certain limited community services are rendered by the county. Arterial roads are
constructed and maintained. Other roads and streets are constructed upon the basis of
petitions submitted by property owners who thereafter must undertake—-on their own
• to provide for maintenance. Police protection is provided by the sheriff's office. A
County Planning Commission has been created which is in the process of preparing
certain land use and zoning regulations for adoption which may serve to introduce
some building controls. Some public health, food inspection, traffic control and safety
services are provided by the county and the State of Oregon either independently or in
conjunction with each other.
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The school districts, which are arms of the State government, are responsible for
education and function in the City of Portland as well as elsewhere in the county.
The other types of community services available in the suburban areas vary greatly
The special districts administer to the special community service needs orjy for the
express purposes for which they are thus organized, and only in the area included within
their territorial boundaries.
The Portland water system will serve directly all persons located outside the city
and not in an organized water district, who are able to connect their water lines to the
city's supply and distribution system. In addition, the city serves 53 private companies
and water districts, including all water distributors in Multnomah County. Thus, appar-
ently, water is obtainable not only in the immediate fringe area but also substantially .
throughout the entire county by anybody desiring to purchase it from a water company
or water district.
Fire protection is afforded in an appreciable portion of the surrounding suburban
area by special fire or water districts, but very substantial areas are wholly without
organized fire protection facilities. Sewage disposal and drainage, except for those are
sufficiently close to reach the city system, is a service which must be provided privately.
Although two sanitation districts have been organized, neither has established sanitation
facilities or voted funds for such purposes.
In addition, in the City of Portland and its immediate fringe area, public and com-
munity services are rendered by a number of privately owned public service corporations,
including three gas and electric power companies, a traction company, telephone and
telegraph companies and communication and transportation companies. Some of the
public service companies providing motor transportation in the outlying areas are
subject to regulation by the State Public Utilities Commission. The City of Portland
acts as intervenor in regard to rates and services in Portland and has authority to issue
city franchises. These are important responsibilities not shared by other local govern-
mental bodies.
The residents of the Portland metropolitan community benefit from or are directly
or indirectly affected by the services of all of these governmental units within the area,
although the officials of special bodies are elected only by those residing within the
territorial confines of the particular governmental unit. Voting and taxpaying, however,
are not directly related to the services utilized. Thus, the people who live outside of
Portland and work within it, use the city streets; eat in restaurants where city food
inspections are made; enjoy recreation licensed, or, in the case of parks, paid for by
the city; purchase goods in stores licensed and with weights and measures controlled
by the city; benefit from the city's traffic control; benefit from improved health due to
the city's health program, etc. But they do not vote for city officials or on city measures,
and they do not pay city taxes. The smaller group of people who live in Portland and
work outside, benefit from the services provided in the outlying jurisdictions as well as
those provided by the city. They and all other residents of the city, however, vote for
county officials and pay taxes in Multnomah County for county services, some of which
are provided city residents by the city itself. City residents do not, however, pay for or
vote on local services provided by municipalities or special districts lying outside the city.
C. Taxes, Services and Costs
Not only is there a great variation in the types of the various community services
enjoyed by residents of the Portland suburban area, and the quality of these services,
which is a most elusive matter, but also their cost. The variation in types and quality
of services available over the area is doubtless related somewhat to differing needs for
services. The varying costs for the same services appear to be related to the varying
ability of large and small districts to spread the costs and to operate in the most
efficient manner, as well as to requirements for different quality of service. The measure-
ment of the comparative costs of governmental services is a most complex matter, and
there are many variables. The committee did, however, attempt to make some admittedly
rough comparisons to see whether there are any obvious and clear cost differences.
1. Tax levies.
Within the City of Portland the tax rate for all purposes for the fiscal year 1955
is 59.1 mills, including 15 mills for the county, 23.9 mills for School District No. 1, 18.6
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mills for the city, and 1.6 mills for the Port of Portland. Since all residents of the county
pay the uniform county tax of 15 mills (which should be excluded from consideration
for purposes of comparison) this means that Portland residents pay 44.1 mills for
schools and all other purposes.
Outside the city, there are 173 consolidated tax levies of overlapping taxing districts
in Multnomah County. Of these, 51 were below the 59.1 mill levy in Portland. These 51
levies ranged from 40.5 mills to 59 mills. Thirty-three of these 51 levies were in areas
within the limits of School District No. 1, but outside the city. Excluding the uniform
county levy, these levies mean that residents of these areas were paying from 25.5 milla
to 44 mills for schools and all other purposes, as compared with city payments of 44.1
mills. One hundred twenty-two other tax levies were higher than those in the city.
These range from 59.4 mills to 87.6 mills. Again excluding the uniform county levy,
this means that these residents are paying from 44.4 mills to 62.6 mills for schools and
all other purposes, as compared with payments of 44.1 mills in the city. While not in
any sense conclusive, these comparisons indicate the possibility that the larger govern-
mental units such as the city and School District No. 1 can provide services in a more
economical manner than they can be provided by smaller districts.
Some idea of the difference between the cost to city residents and those living
outside is afforded by references to School District levies alone. The following table
shows instruction cost per pupil, other operating costs, total operating expenditures,
capital outlay cost and total cost per pupil. It indicates a substantially lower cost of
school services within School District No. 1, which comprises all of the City of Portland
as well as some of the surrounding territory. While the total cost per pupil in some of
the school districts is less than that in School District No. 1, in every instance where
this is true, the capital outlay per pupil is less than in School District No. 1. In other
words, if each of the other school districts were expending for capital purposes an
amount equivalent to that being expended by School District No. 1, the total cost per
pupil would, in most instances, exceed that in School District No. 1.
In all the school districts of Multnomah County outside of School District No. 1, the
tax rate is substantially higher, ranging from 58.4 mills to 33.9 mills. (See Table IV
following.)
TABLE IV
1953-54 Tax Levies for Schools by Districts in Multnomah County
1953-51^ 1954-55
District Millage Millage
Gilbert 43.0 58.4
Russellville 46.4 53.9
Gresham 40.3 53.4
Powellhurst 46.9 52.4
Lynch 39.0 50.2
Bonny Slope 52.1 50.0
Rockwood 41.0 49.9
Pleasant Valley 44.0 49.4
Wilkes 43.9 48.6
Maplewood 45.4 47.2
Bonneville 44.4 46.4
Parkrose 46.2 46.3
Sylvan 43.8 46.3
Holbrook 44.4 45.6
Powell Valley 33.0 44.4
Orient 39.3 43.3
Riverdale 33.6 42.4
Collinsview 39.5 42.2
Pairview 39.6 41.7
Springdale 39.0 41.4
Skyline 39.1 41.0
Whittaker 38.7 40.8
Troutdale 36.3 38.1
Sauvies Island 33.1 38.1
Columbia 34.4 37.3
Corbett 32.8 35.9
PORTLAND 22.2 23.9
(Figures taken from Multnomah County Assessor's annual report, 1954)
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3. Water Rates and Costs
City water users are charged on a postage stamp rate; that is, all users are charged
at established monthly meter rates without regard to the cost of delivering the water
to them, which in some instances is substantially greater than in others because of the
need of pumping the water to the tanks and reservoirs established at sufficiently high
elevations to serve the entire community.
All outside users, primarily companies and districts, are charged at monthly rates
which for the same quantities used are higher than those charged city users, the rates
varying with the quantity of water used and the pumping charge to the tank or reservoir
from which delivery is made. Comparative rates are shown in Table V following:
TABLE V
Water Rates
(Cost per 100 Cu. Ft.)
First Next Over
20,000 100,000 120,000 Mini-
cu. ft. cu. ft. cu. ft. mum
City of Portland l ie 08c 05c $ .70
Next Next Over
First 20,000 100,000 120,700 Mint-
Outside City toocu.ft. cu.ft. cu. ft. cu. ft. mum
Council Crest (Tank) 27c 22c 20c 18c 1.90
Burlingame (Standpipe) 23c 19c 17c 15c 1.60
Portland Heights Reservoir &
South Portland (Tank) 18c 16c 14c 12c 1.25
Gravity Flow 15c 12c 10c 08c 1.05
Nor does the foregoing tell the entire story of the cost of water to individual ultimate
consumers in suburban areas. The rates charged by the city, are in effect, wholesale
rates to the outside companies and districts which in turn retail the water to their
individual users. The budgets of the various districts for the fiscal year 1953-1954,
as reported in the 1952-1953 annual report of the Tax Supervising and Conservation
Commission of Multnomah County indicate that the anticipated receipts from water sales
range from one and one-half to two times the water cost. Inquiry of certain water districts
indicates that the charges for water are as follows:
Palatine Hill Water District (high cost district)
$2.50 per 400 cu. ft. (minimum per month)
.35 per 100 cu. ft. up to 2000 cu. ft.
Powell Valley Water District (low cost district)
$2.10 per 1000 cu. ft. (minimum) per month
.15 per 100 cu. ft. over 1000
Thus, the average residential consumer who, except during summer months, would
probably use between 500 and 600 cu. ft. of water per month would have a water bill
of 70c per month in the City of Portland, $2.10 in the Powell Valley Water District and
perhaps $2.75 to $3.00 in the Palatine Hill Water District
In addition, water users in the various water districts are called upon to pay taxes
for the purpose of meeting the cost of various water distribution systems.
4. Fire Insurance Rates
Also, fire insurance rates are substantially greater outside the city than in the City
°f Portland which has a class 2 rating. The standard fire insurance rate (not including
extended coverage) for residence buildings within the city is 39c per hundred dollars
oi insurance for a three-year period, if a residence has a shingle roof, and 36c per
hundred if there is a composition roof. Outside the city the corresponding rate for a
residence with a composition roof and with all credits for all construction — cement
foundation, electricity, and inside plumbing, etc., — ranges from 52c per hundred if
Within a fire district which has a class 6 rating (the highest rating held by a special
district providing fire protection in the Portland area) to as much as 96c per hundred
l n a n r e district of the lowest class. If a residential structure does not satisfy the require-
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ments for various types of credits and is in an unprotected area, the rate may run as
high as $1.16 per hundred. The higher fire rates are exclusive of such additional charges
and taxes as may be imposed or levied by fire protection districts in which property
may be located.
D. Major Problems
The rapid increase in population in the Portland metropolitan community makes
the development of proper sanitation facilities a matter which will become increasingly
important and urgent. Also, the existence of the State Sanitary Authority and its
activities may mean that within the near future, proper attention to waste and sewage
disposal in the fringe areas will be demanded. While in many areas in and out of the
city not as yet sufficiently densely populated to require service by sewers, septic tanks
and cesspools have proven adequate for sewage disposal, it would appear that the
character of the soil in the suburban areas west and southwest of the city is such as
to make such handling generally unsatisfactory. While such areas can make arrange-
ments with the city for the disposal of their sewage •— which would be costly in any
event — and while it would be feasible as an engineering matter to have the sewers for
such areas connect with the sanitary intercepting sewer system of the city, there appears
to be responsible engineering opinion that it would be more economical and also more
efficient to construct a separate treatment plant to serve these areas. The comparative
costs of sewer installations and operation by the city as compared with installation by
special districts or deferral of installation is probably the most critical of all current
issues with respect to annexation. It has been surmised that the costs of such installation
was an important element in defeating the major annexations proposed at the 1954
election.
Another problem in some suburban areas is the matter of providing adequate fire
protection and the cost of necessary fire protection facilities.
Problems with respect to proper utilization of the fringe areas and of building
and residential construction within such areas are now receiving attention of the
County Planning Commission.
More recently, difficulties have been encountered in connection with the cost of
operating and financing adequate transportation facilities and services to the areas
immediately adjacent to the city.
CONSIDERATION OF PRESENT AND FUTURE PROBLEMS
Certain observations may be drawn from the above examination of the Portland
metropolitan community, the character of its governmental structure, tax rates and
services, etc. It is clear that the Portland metropolitan community will continue to
increase both in population and in area. If previous experience is a guide, the fringe
and suburban areas will have varying rates of growth and development. Their needs
for facilities and services will likewise vary. They will continue to make arrangements
and organize to provide services in a more or less piecemeal manner, although it is true
that the creation and functioning of the county planning commission will make for
more orderly development and land use. Morever, because of the cost of providing
adequate public facilities and services in many fringe areas, public facilities will to
some extent be sub-standard and in some instances^ nonexistent. Furthermore, the City
of Portland will continue to provide — either directly or indirectly — many utilities and
services to these fringe areas, including water, fire protection and sewage disposal. Its
parks, street and other facilities will continue to be used free of charge by suburbanites.
Transportation and traffic problems will continue to increase in intensity as the size
of the metropolitan community expands. The population and area growth will not only
require the extension and enlargement of existing public facilities, but the construction
of additional facilities. The cost of bringing public services to the expanded metropolitan
community will become increasingly expensive.
As a result, it is clear that more and more attention will have to be given to the
following problems and some approach made to their solution:
1. The best ways to meet the needs of a growing metropolitan community, and
particularly the suburban areas, for metropolitan services at reasonable costs. The
sanitation problem appears to be growing especially acute at present.
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2. The need of the city for a sound economic tax base over the long range, and
3. The over-all need of simplification to improve the responsibility and responsive-
ness of local government in the entire area.
The determination of the proper approach to a solution of these basic problems
is a most difficult one. The political, economic and social considerations involved are
not only extremely complex and diverse, but also present conflicting interests. Nor is
the task simplified by there being an accepted single method of approach or one
possessed of qualities far superior to any other. Many different ways of meeting the
particular problems exist and have been utilized. Among them are (1) a continuation of
the present situation coupled with the extension of the powers and functions of the city
and the performance of services by it throughout the metropolitan area; (2) extension
of the powers of the county and the rendering by it of more urban services; (3) the
establishment of metropolitan districts or metropolitan commissions, co-existing with
present governmental agencies, for the purpose of handling specific services throughout
the entire metropolitan area; (4) the annexation of the outlying suburban areas (com-
prising the substantial portion of the entire metropolitan area); (5) the establishment
of a metropolitan area government; and (6) a consolidation of city and county govern-
ments.
The committee has recognized that full understanding of the comprehensive character
of the problems involved in the Portland metropolitan area and the proper investiga-
tion and evaluation of the various approaches which may be utilized in attempting to
solve them are beyond the reach of a voluntary committee such as this one. It may
observe, however, that utilization of several of the possible approaches would require
legislation, and that such legislation probably can be obtained only upon the basis
of a public demand and then only after preliminary studies, a program of public
education, and concerted effort and activity on the part of effectively organized groups.
In the absence of an effective planning body for the metropolitan area with staff and
funds sufficient to come to grips with the specific problems involved, only an emergency
or a crisis of some sort, produced by problems of health, sanitation, sewage disposal,
or fire protection or financial considerations, is likely to create public demand for a
more logical or fundamental revision of the governmental machinery in the area. More-
over, in the absence of effective planning, such a crisis would be more likely than not
to produce some sort of ad hoc solution to the specific crisis rather than a more funda-
mental improvement of the governmental structure for the metropolitan community.
Furthermore, whatever developments there may be along other lines, one approach
which will be utilized will be that of annexation to the City of Portland. This is true,
even though a mere enumeration of the approaches which might be considered indicates
clearly that annexation is a more or less limited and piece-meal approach and has
been in the past, although it need not necessarily be so.
Accordingly, because of the limitations of the committee and the probable course
of developments, the committee felt that it should merely consider the annexation
technique and city annexation policies. Moreover, it seemed to the committee that the
formulation of a well-defined annexation policy could be an important aid in providing
a factual and opinion-developing means in helping the public decide what to do about
the broader problems. As a result, the committee proceeded to consider various relevant
aspects of annexation.
The Statutory Basis for Annexation
The Oregon statutes provide for the annexation of unincorporated territory and
do not pose any particular difficulties. The boundaries of any incorporated city may
be altered and contiguous new territory included. For such purpose territories sepa-
rated by a stream or river are deemed contiguous. The Oregon statutes seemingly
permit an annexation proposal to originate either in the territory which it is proposed
to annex or the city to which such territory is to be annexed. However, the Portland City
Charter, while authorizing the annexation of additional territory contiguous to and
adjoining the limits of the city, requires that a petition describing the territory proposed
to be annexed and defining the boundaries thereof, signed by not less than fifteen per
cent of the qualified voters of such territory voting in the last preceding election, be
wed with the city auditor. The City Charter further provides that the City Council
by a four-fifths vote pass an ordinance providing for the submission of the annexa-
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tion proposal to the qualified voters residing in the territory proposed to be annexed. The
1953 amendment of the state law will permit a city to dispense with the necessity of
submitting the proposal to the registered voters of the city if the City Charter does not
prohibit such procedure (the Portland City Charter contains no such prohibition) and
fix a day for a special hearing thereon, after which hearing the City Council may declare
the territory shall be annexed if approved by the registered voters of such territory.
Nevertheless, the City Council at the last general election placed all annexation proposals
before the voters of the city.
Where a proposal is submitted both to the registered voters of the territory proposed
to be annexed and to the registered voters of the city, a majority vote of both groups
must favor annexation. If they do, the territory is annexed, when the City Council by
ordinance proclaims the annexation. However, the Portland City Charter provides that
the effective date pf annexation is the first day of July following the annexation election.
Under certain special circumstances, the Oregon statutes provide that elections
may be dispensed with in the territory to be annexed. Thus, if the owners of all of any
contiguous territory file their written consent to annexation with the City Council prior
to the calling of an election, an election is unnecessary in the territory to be annexed;
and the City Council is further empowered, after fixing a day for a special hearing thereon,
to declare by ordinance that such territory has been annexed. Also a special statute
provides that if any territory, not itself comprising an incorporated city or town or
being wholly owned by the state or federal government, is completely surrounded by
the corporate limits of a city, such city may amend its charter so as to annex such
territory without an election and without the consent of the residents within such
territory.
Present Annexation Policy
Apparently there has been no stated policy but certain patterns do exist. The City
Council has been neutral. It does not promote or sponsor any prospective annexation.
The motivation must come from the property owners in the territory to be annexed.
On the other hand, the City Council does nothing to oppose or hinder any movement
for annexation.
The City Council takes cognizance of a movement for annexation only when a
petition is filed and it then proceeds to set a date for a public hearing thereon. It normally
sets the hearing date sufficiently far ahead to permit it to obtain reports upon the
proposed annexation and its effects upon the city from the city engineer and city
planning commission and from various departments and bureaus, including those con-
cerned with water, public works, street lighting and street maintenance, sewers, and
fire and police protection.
The City Council need not adopt an ordinance looking to the annexation and in
some instances it has not. There has been no uniformity as to the factors taken into
account in passing upon an annexation petition. However, the City Council will not
act favorably upon a petition unless there is substantial support in the territory involved.
Nor will it do so where the boundaries of the territory to be annexed are peculiarly shaped
or are unsound, or where annexation will have a bad impact upon existing water, sanitary
or other districts. Thus, a petition relative to the Vermont Hills area was rejected at
one time because the territory to be annexed was not contiguous and merely touched
at a point. (A later petition covered other contiguous territory and resulted in annexa-
tion.) In the case of the Maplewood area, a petition was not favorably acted upon by
the City Council where annexation would have split a water district. It would appear,
however, that the City Council has always placed the annexation proposal on the
ballot if the property owners of the territory apparently desired annexation and if it
could be done without injury to existing districts.
Up to the present, the City Council has not been governed by service cost considera-
tions and has acted favorably upon petitions even though annexation might not be
profitable taxwise. More recently, however, the City Council asked the auditor to make
a financial study of the proposed Collins View annexation, suggesting that service cost
considerations may be taken into account hereafter. (This proposal was defeated in
the 1954 election by residents of the territory proposed to be annexed.)
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The Effect of Annexation
The territory annexed becomes part of the city. The Portland City Charter provides
that all rights and property of every nature whatever belonging to any municipal (public)
corporation, except school districts, or to the public of said territory including parks,
public grounds, building and improvements, public streets or highways, except county
roads not laid out or accepted as streets, become rights and property of the City of
Portland. All debts, liabilities and obligations of such municipal corporations become
obligations of the city which assumes and becomes liable for the payment thereof. The
residents of such annexed territory become subject to the jurisdiction of the city authori-
ties and the jurisdiction of any public authority to the extent that it conflicts with the
authority of the city immediately ceases.
As a further result the property owners and residents thereof become entitled to
all the privileges and benefits and subject to all the responsibilities provided or imposed
by the city charter and ordinances. It becomes the city's responsibility to provide com-
munity services to the annexed territory upon the same basis as it has theretofore
provided such services to the remainder of the city.
Water districts which are operating in territories annexed to the city are dissolved
by operation of law. While the city takes over the assets of a dissolved water district
and assumes its obligations and liabilities, as a legal matter, the property owners in
such water district may be held taxable for the indebtedness of the district. However,
the practice of the city has been to assume the entire liability without any further recourse
against the property owners. The same practice has apparently obtained in the case of
fire districts.
Water is charged for at the same rates as provided other city residents. Since water
charges are substantially higher outside of the city than they are within the city, the
effect of annexation, insofar as water is concerned, is therefore to enable residents in
the territory annexed to obtain water at a much lower cost, and also, in the event that
the city follows its previous policy with respect to the assumption of liabilities of the
water district, escape the taxes which are levied to retire such indebtedness. Similarly,
residents of annexed territories obtain the benefit of lower fire insurance rates and
may likewise escape the burden of extinguishing the indebtedness incurred by fire
protection districts. However, the residents of such areas will have to retire, along
with earlier city residents, any indebtedness of the city incurred for the city water
system and fire facilities.
The situation apparently would be contrary in the case of sewer or sanitary districts,
with respect to taxation of property owners, such districts to retire existing indebtedness,
because sewers are regarded as improvements to the property served, and the practice
in the city is to charge all benefited property for the costs of sewers. While this is a
theoretical problem and not an actual problem because no sewer or sanitary district in
the county has voted funds or authorized a bond issue for the construction of sewers,
there is some indication that this may change. It is clear, however, that to the extent
that sewers are necessary, as for example in the fringe areas to the south and southwest
of the city, if such areas were to be annexed to the city, sewer assessments against the
property benefited thereby would be made. There appears to be some question on the
part of those living in areas having sewer problems and which might annex, as to
Whether the cost of providing sewer facilities will be substantially more or less, if such
areas remain outside of the city or come in.
Street construction will likewise involve assessments against the property benefited
thereby. However, if the property owners were at present to petition the county to con-
struct streets, they would pay not only the costs of construction—as they would if within
the city—but they would also be burdened with the cost of maintenance. Moreover, the
Were annexation of an area to the city will not automatically result in construction of
streets, but will be brought about, unless absolutely mandatory because of considerations
°* public safety, only upon request of the property owners themselves.
Street lighting, street cleaning and maintenance, fire and police protection, traffic
regulation and all other services are provided without any specific tax assessment against
^dividual property owners benefited.
In indicating that all services are provided, this does not necessarily mean that all
°i them are provided immediately. For example, the city has a budget for street lighting,
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and these facilities are extended to outlying areas and annexed areas only as the budget
permits. However, the same basic services are renderd the residents of the entire city*
without regard to the time or date the area becomes a part of Portland.
Annexation of territory to the City of Portland does not in and of itself "oquire any
change in the character of residences, business buildings or other structures in the terri-
tory annexed. In other words, changes need not be made simply because property may
have been and is being used for a non-conforming use, nor must changes and improve- '
ments be made in existing structures because they do not comply with building codes.
However, the city does have the right, where considerations of public health and safety
make it necessary because of unsanitary facilities or inadequate fire safety, to require
changes to meet code requirements in these respects. And it may do so where it is desired
to make alterations in or additions to existing structures.
 l
The regular taxes imposed by or on behalf of the city apply to the newly annexed
areas. Its businesses become subject to license taxes and property to regular property
taxes for city purposes. However, since the assets and liabilities of water and other
districts are taken over, property in such annexed areas are no longer taxed for such
purposes.
Annexation has no effect whatsoever upon the school situation. Prior to 1953 the
annexation of territory to the City of Portland automatically resulted in such territory
being included, if it were not already included, in Public School District No. 1. In other
words, School District No. 1 automatically encompassed all of the City of Portland.
It would, in addition, include non-Portland territory if specifically brought into the limits
of the school district. Apparently because the automatic inclusion of annexed territory
in School District No. 1 was a bone of contention, the 1953 legislature amended the law
so as to provide that incorporation of territory within such school district would result
only from independent action directed towards that result and not from the annexation
of territory to the City of Portland.
ARGUMENTS FOR ANNEXATION AND FOR ESTABLISHMENT
OF A POSITIVE POLICY WITH RESPECT THERETO
1. City growth, area-wise and in considerable measure, population-wise, can be
accomplished only through annexation and extension of city boundaries.
2. The failure to adopt a positive policy with respect to annexation may lead to the
establishment of incorporated cities or towns (particularly of industrial areas), which
cities or towns may become islands within the Portland metropolitan area, present prob-
lems of administration and cooperation, and escape costs which Portland must bear.
3. Unless the surrounding territory, including existing and potential industrial areas,
is annexed, the city will be faced with a shrinking tax base relative to the cost of provid-
ing community services. Under a proper annexation program the city can retain a sound
tax base and include within its limits future industrial areas which will provide an en-
larged tax base as time goes on.
4. The failure to annex surrounding territory will also lead to the creation of new,
and additional types of, public agencies to service such areas which will greatly compli-
cate and increase the duplication, overlapping and confusion presently existing in the
pattern of local government.
5. Early annexation will contribute to the growth and development of suburban
areas as part of an orderly development and subject to uniform or at least minimum
standards of building construction, land use, street layouts, etc., and with adequate pro-
vision for health, sanitation, fire and police protection, recreation 'and other community
facilities. Adequate provision with respect to these items is important to the health and
welfare of the entire area; they are directly related to the needs of the city, and effective
control requires control of the entire area.
6. It is desirable to plan the growth of water and sewage systems, as well as other
facilities, on economic and efficient lines and avoid the costs resulting from the construc-
tion of sub-standard facilities.
7. Suburbanites work in, have investments in, or derive livelihoods from the city,
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even if they work outside the city limits, and they should not escape their responsibilities
for meeting the burdens imposed upon the city residents.
8. Numerous benefits tend to flow from annexation, including:
a. Better protection of public health throughout the area; better and more ade-
quate water and sewage facilities; better supervision and maintenance of roads;
better fire protection and better policing, particularly in the sparsely-settled
areas; and better and more uniform standards of public services generally.
b. Lower over-all cost of public services through the elimination of high cost
services in certain areas, joint utilization with resultant elimination of dupli-
cation of equipment, administration and management, joint purchasing, etc.
9. The city is the only agency of government in the entire area functionally organized
and empowered to render all services of the type needed.
ARGUMENTS AGAINST ANNEXATION
1. Annexation is a piece-meal approach and what is necessary is the creation by
one means or another of a single governmental body for the entire metropolitan area
which objective may be forestalled by an annexation program.
2. Annexation will mean the incorporation within the city limits of fringe area de-
velopments with residential and other structures which are substandard and do not meet
minimum city requirements.
3. Annexation will mean the incorporation within the city limits of areas which lack
certain public facilities or have substandard, inadequate or high cost facilities, all of
which will mean the imposition of large and unanticipated cost burdens upon the city
to provide or bring necessary facilities up to city standards.
4. City property has borne the cost of the major capital improvements, facilities and
equipment possessed by the city at this time, and annexation will permit the residents of
annexed territory to receive the benefits thereof without contributing to their capital cost.
5. Annexation may have an adverse effect upon other governmental agencies serving
the remaining territory.
6. Annexation will result in the loss of local self-government and freedom of action
possessed by residents of suburban areas.
7. Extensive annexation may increase city tax rates since the property annexed will
not produce proportionately to the expenditures required.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Certain conclusions seem virtually inescapable. As fringe areas grow and develop
urban standards of facilities and services will become necessary and demand therefor
will arise. It will become increasingly imperative that such areas either be annexed to
the city or be incorporated together with it or other fringe areas in some new govern-
mental unit. Annexation will become attractive to the residents of such areas as a means
of spreading the cost of providing necessary facilities and services over the entire city,
and accordingly, annexation petitions will be filed. As a result, the city will be confronted
with the question of whether it should annex particular fringe areas regardless of their
condition, size and other characteristics, or the effect upon costs of service and revenue.
While annexation of such areas may or may not be desirable and advantageous from the
point of view of the city—or the particular areas involved—annexations will occur. Under
present procedure the extent and time thereof will be controlled by the needs, desires and
objectives of the residents of the areas proposed to be annexed. Budget and tax programs
can be knocked completely askew by the unanticipated costs of providing facilities and
municipal services for annexed territory. This fact as well as the financial problems which
way face the city during the next few years do not make sensible the present policy of
permitting annexations to occur on a purely fortuitous basis. Finally, the city cannot
conscientiously refuse to face up to the broad and compelling community problems aris-
ing from the existence of the Portland metropolitan community with the city as its hub.
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It is recommended, therefore, that the City Council:
1. Abandon its more or less neutral or passive attitude with respect to the annexa-
tion of territory to the City of Portland.
2. Cause studies to be made of the entire metropolitan area with reference to the
annexation of territory and the special governmental problems which may result from
annexation and cause reports thereon to be submitted to the City Council.
3. Attempt to effect integration of activities of city and county planning commissions
with respect to formulation of zoning regulations and relating requirements applicable
to areas likely to be annexed.
4. On the basis of such studies and reports, formulate definite and well-defined policies
governing annexations.
5. In the light of such studies and reports, give consideration to the question of
whether the City Council, on its own motion, should initiate proposals for the annexation
of territory.
It is beyond the province of the committee, nor does it intend, to define the subject
of the studies or to indicate the policies to be adopted by the City Council. However, it
would appear appropriate to suggest that consideration might be given, among others,
to the following items:
1. What area or areas are likely to be proposed for annexation within a period of
25 years or some immediately foreseeable period, and what are the probable order and
dates of annexation?
2. What particular problems requiring special consideration, such as the sanitation
and sewage disposal problem and the public transportation problem, are likely to be en-
countered in the Portland metropolitan community?
3. What are the anticipated costs, both capital investment and operation costs, of
providing necessary facilities and services to annexed areas, and what are the probable
revenues from them?
4. What special factors should the City Council consider in passing upon particular
annexation proposals?
5. Should the city define and impose conditions and prerequisites to annexation,
such as compliance with city residential and non-residential building standards and
zoning requirements and minimum standards of water and sewer system developments?
6. Should consideration be given to whether the city might impose an annexation
fee or charge, or require particular territory proposed to be annexed to meet, by special
assessment or otherwise, the cost of providing or improving existing utility facilities,
providing park and recreational facilities, or the land required for such purposes?
It is submitted that such action on the part of the City Council would have beneficial
results. It would focus attention on the over-all problems and needs of the entire metropoli-
tan community. It would emphasize that the city should not annex more territory or annex
any territory more rapidly than it can absorb. Obviously annexations must be coordi-
nated with planning and budget programs of the city. Also, the declaration of the city's
policies and requirements, if any, for annexation will serve as guides both to the city and
residents of territories which may be annexed and make for the more orderly develop-
ment of suburban and fringe areas.
Respectfully submitted,
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